Childhood stunting, being short for one's age, has life-long consequences for health, human capital and economic growth. Being stunted in early childhood is associated with slower cognitive development, reduced schooling attainment and adult incomes decreased by 5-53%. The World Health Assembly has endorsed global nutrition targets including one to reduce the number of stunted children under five by 40% by 2025. The target has been included in the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG target 2.2). This paper estimates the cost of achieving this target and develops scenarios for generating the necessary financing. We focus on a key intervention package for stunting (KIPS) with strong evidence of effectiveness. Annual scale-up costs for the period of 2016-25 were estimated for a sample of 37 high burden countries and extrapolated to all low and middle income countries. The Lives Saved Tool was used to model the impact of the scale-up on stunting prevalence. We analysed data on KIPS budget allocations and expenditure by governments, donors and households to derive a global baseline financing estimate. We modelled two financing scenarios, a 'business as usual', which extends the current trends in domestic and international financing for nutrition through 2025, and another that proposes increases in financing from all sources under a set of burden-sharing rules. The 10-year financial need to scale up KIPS is US$49.5 billion. Under 'business as usual', this financial need is not met and the global stunting target is not reached. To reach the target, current financing will have to increase from US$2.6 billion to US$7.4 billion a year on average. Reaching the stunting target is feasible but will require large coordinated investments in KIPS and a supportive enabling environment. The example of HIV scale-up over 2001-11 is instructive in identifying the factors that could drive such a global response to childhood stunting.
Introduction
Childhood stunting, being short for one's age, has life-long consequences not just for health, but also for human capital and economic growth at the individual, household and national levels. Being stunted in early childhood is associated with slower cognitive development and lower IQ scores, reduces schooling attainment by 1 year (Martorell et al. 2010) , and decreases adult incomes by 5-53% (Hoddinott et al. 2008 (Hoddinott et al. , 2011 . Consequently, reductions in stunting prevalence can increase economic productivity by 4-11% in Africa and Asia (Horton and Steckel 2013) . Because of that, nutrition interventions are consistently identified as one of the most cost-effective development actions (Horton and Hoddinott 2015) . A 2013 study estimated that every dollar invested in programs to reduce stunting would generate US$18 in economic returns (Hoddinott et al. 2013) .
In 2015, 159 million children under five were stunted (UNICEF et al 2015) revealing a massive global health and development failure. The world's governments have recognized this failure and endorsed a set of global nutrition targets, including one to reduce the number of stunted children under five by 40% by 2025. This global target has since been enshrined within Sustainable Development Goal 2, target 2: 'By 2030, end all forms of malnutrition, including achieving, by 2025, the internationally agreed targets on stunting and wasting in children under 5 years of age, and address the nutritional needs of adolescent girls, pregnant and lactating women and older persons ' (United Nations et al. 2015) .
Ending stunting is critical for development. However, while the investment case for nutrition is strong, efforts to reach the SDG stunting target are constrained by a range of factors including insufficient funding, which in turn is compounded by major gaps in knowledge regarding the cost and financing needs required to scale up nutrition interventions. Two earlier studies have estimated the cost of expanding the coverage of nutrition interventions (Horton et al. 2010; Bhutta et al. 2013) . However, they did not provide estimates of the cost of reaching the global nutrition targets. Furthermore, they did not focus on stunting but rather estimated the cost of a number of evidence-based interventions affecting a number of different aspects of child undernutrition (stunting, wasting, micronutrient deficiencies). No prior study has presented a comprehensive global estimate of donor and national government investments in nutrition or in stunting prevention. Furthermore, while some efforts to assess global expenditure or budget allocations for nutrition investments are under way (International Food Policy Research Institute 2015) , there exist no estimates of the shortfall between what is required and what is being spent to reduce stunting at the global level.
Without an understanding of current nutrition investments, future needs, their impact, and ways to mobilize the required funds, it is unlikely that adequate resources will be invested and the nutrition targets will be met. This article aims to close these gaps in the literature and current state of knowledge by estimating the cost of achieving the global stunting target, linking costs with impact estimates, assessing current financing and proposing financing scenarios to reach the global stunting target.
Methods
Our analysis is based on the conceptual model of the determinants of malnutrition shown in (Figure 1 ), which is adapted from the 1990 ICN conceptual framework for nutrition.
The analysis focuses on nutrition-specific interventions for which there is strong evidence of effectiveness in reducing stunting, either directly or indirectly, through affecting various stunting risk factors . The interventions include: complementary feeding education, public provision of complementary foods, prophylactic zinc supplementation for children, breastfeeding promotion, vitamin A supplementation, multiple micronutrient supplementation in pregnancy, balanced energy-protein supplementation for pregnant women and intermittent preventive treatment of malaria (IPTp) for pregnant women (see Table 1 ). We refer to these as the 'Key Intervention Package for Stunting' (KIPS).
The impact of the interventions was modeled using Lives Saved Tool (LiST) (Lives Saved Tool, 2015) . (Figure 2) shows the pathways and the estimated impact of each intervention on the likelihood of stunting, illustrating how the effects of interventions were modelled. The impact estimates are based on the most recent metaanalyses and systematic literature reviews. In the model we have used, three interventions: education on correct complementary feeding practices, public provision of complementary foods targeting children in food insecure contexts, and prophylactic zinc supplementation directly affect the likelihood of stunting (see Yakoob et al. 2011; Bhutta et al. 2013) . The other interventions are modelled to have an indirect impact by reducing the prevalence of risk factors that are known to increase the risk of childhood stunting. More specifically, balanced energy protein supplementation in pregnancy, intermittent preventive treatment for malaria in pregnancy and multiple micronutrient supplementation in pregnancy reduce the risk of pre-term birth and the risk of a child being born small-forgestational age, which are in turn, risk factors for stunting. Similarity, breastfeeding promotion and vitamin A supplementation, do not directly impact stunting (Singha et al. 2015; Victora et al. 2016) , but lower the incidence of diarrhoea, which is a stunting risk factor (see Singha et al. 2015 and Victora et al. 2016) .
Because the KIPS are usually delivered through the health system, via facility or community delivery platforms, scale-up costs of the KIPS were estimated from the health system perspective. We estimated the cost for a sample of 37 countries, which included 20 countries with the highest absolute number of stunted children and
Key Messages
• Scaling up the key intervention package for stunting to reach the SDG stunting target will cost US$49.5 billion over 10 years.
• Reaching the global stunting target will require rapid expansion and strong coordination of investments in nutrition from national governments, donors and innovative sources of financing.
• To reach the global target, current financing will have to increase from US$2.6 billion to US$7.4 billion a year on average.
• With global poverty rates having declined to less than 10% for the first time in history, we have an unprecedented opportunity to save children's lives, build human capital and drive faster economic growth by tackling stunting.
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(see Supplementary data S1). For each intervention in each country in the sample, we estimated the additional cost of scale-up from the current coverage level to 100%. For costing purposes, we assumed that the coverage would increase in a linear fashion from the current levels to 100% over the first 5 years , and then be maintained at 100% during the following 5 years (2021-25). 2 The 37 countries account for 84.3% of the global stunting burden. The cost estimate for all low and middle income countries was extrapolated from the sample by multiplying the sample cost estimate by an adjustment factor of 1.186 calculated as the inverse of the number of stunted children in the 37 sample countries as a proportion of the number of stunted children in all low and middle income countries (1/0.843).Costs were calculated in 2015 US dollars and were not discounted.
To account for potential increases in marginal costs as program coverage approaches 100% (e.g. higher costs to access the hardestto-reach groups) and the fact that reaching 100% coverage of any public health intervention may not be possible, we estimated the impact of reaching only 90% of the beneficiaries. To the total cost we also added 9% for capacity development, 2% for monitoring and evaluation and 1% for policy development (Horton et al. 2010) .
We modelled the reductions in stunting prevalence resulting from scaling up the interventions from the current coverage to 90% separately for each of the 37 countries in the sample. We combined countryspecific results to obtain a population-weighted reduction in the overall prevalence in the sample of countries. We assumed the same relative prevalence change in low and middle income countries outside the sample. We calculated the global reduction in stunting by applying this relative reduction in the number of stunted children in the sample (84.3% of the global burden of stunting) to the 2015 baseline estimate of 159 million children stunted worldwide (UNICEF et al. 2015) .
We assumed that the decline due to KIPS scale-up would take place in addition to reductions resulting from a parallel expansion of nutrition-sensitive actions that affect the underlying determinants of undernutrition (see Figure 1) , including food availability and diversity, women's health, education, and empowerment, and water, sanitation, and hygiene (WASH) (UNICEF 1990) .
3 Evidence regarding the effectiveness of nutrition-sensitive interventions, with the exception of WASH, is insufficient to allow for modelling of impact or estimation of intervention costs (Ruel et al. 2013) . Therefore, we modelled plausible reductions in an indirect way based on the impact estimates from Smith and Haddad (2015) . Smith and Haddad used a country-level regression model to assess the impact of food availability (measured as average daily kilocalories consumed per capita), food diversity (measured as the % of total diet from non-staples), women's education (measured as female secondary enrollment rate) and women's health and empowerment (measured as female-to-male life expectancy ratio) on countrylevel stunting prevalence. For each of the 37 countries in the sample, we calculated a trend in each of the four variables based on the changes over the previous 5 years and assumed that the same trend will continue over the 10 year period between 2016 and 2025. Using the regression coefficients reported in Smith and Haddad, we calculated the expected reductions in stunting during 2016-25 if previous 5-year trend continued. Data on women's secondary enrollment and female-to-male life expectancy ratio were obtained from the World Development Indicators (WDI) data base. Data on food availability and diversity were extracted from the FAO food balance sheets. We estimated the impact of five WASH interventions (handwashing with soap, improved water source, improved sanitation, water connection at home and hygienic disposal of children's stool) directly using LiST. For the WASH interventions, we followed the strategy used to model the impact of the nutrition-specific interventions. For each of the 37 countries in the sample, we modelled a linear expansion of coverage from the current level to 90% in 2016 and maintenance of the coverage at 90% through 2025. We did not model the cost of those interventions because they will likely be incurred by sectors other than health.
We employed the program experience costing approach, which relies on reported actual costs of programs in countries. Summary measures of the unit costs by interventions are shown in Table 2 . Unit cost data were obtained from peer-reviewed publications, grey literature, costed national nutrition plans, and data collected by the World Bank as part of a series of nutrition costing studies (Shekar et 2014, 2015a, 2015b) . If unit cost data were unavailable for a given intervention in a given country, unit costs for a neighbouring country in the same region were used. If no unit cost data were available for any country in a given region, we used the average from Sub-Saharan Africa, where the largest number of unit cost data points was available, and applied WHO CHOICE regional multipliers based on Horton et al. (2010) to account for difference in income levels and the cost of service provision.
Population and population growth estimates were obtained from the UNDP World Population Prospects (United Nations et al. 2015). Current intervention coverage data were extracted from the most recent Demographic and Health Surveys. We assumed 0% current coverage for prophylactic zinc, multiple micronutrient supplementation and balanced energy-protein supplementation for pregnant women because those interventions have not been implemented at scale. Cost and impact of IPTp were estimated only for sub-Saharan Africa, where malaria incidence is high enough to justify this intervention.
Estimates of the current spending on KIPS were generated by combining data from the three sources of financing: (1) country governments; (2) external support provided by bilateral and multilateral organizations and private foundations and (3) household contributions. 4 We obtained data on government nutrition spending from public expenditure reviews for health, national budgets, the Global Health Expenditure Database, case studies on nutrition budget analysis, and country-led analyses of national nutrition budget allocations conducted by Scaling Up Nutrition (SUN) countries (IFPRI 2015) . When there was a budget line for a broader program such as maternal and child health activities with some nutrition components, we attributed a fraction of the budget to nutrition based on desk review of programs (see Supplementary data S2 for detailed methodology). A mix of both budget allocation and expenditure data was available for 31 countries. A linear regression model based on the available data was used to extrapolate domestic financing for nutrition to all remaining low and middle income countries (see Supplementary data S3).
Data on donor disbursements for nutrition were extracted from the OECD development Creditor Reporting System (OECD CRS). We analysed project descriptions tied to 70% of disbursements to basic nutrition CRS purpose code 12240 in 2013 in countries representing 95% of the global stunting burden, assessing nutrition investments by intervention. When insufficient detail was available through project descriptions in the CRS data base, we supplemented this with desk research of donor and implementing agency websites and annual progress reports. For projects funding multiple interventions (e.g. behaviour change education, growth monitoring and distribution of nutrition supplements) we allocated a share of the reported Horton et al. 2010 , we assumed that households in higher income quintiles can pay for some of the commodities such as multiple micronutrient supplements. Though the majority of these commodities are delivered free via public channels, literature shows that more affluent households can purchase nutrition products on the marketplace through pharmacies, kiosks and door to door sellers (Leive and Xu 2008; Siekmann et al. 2012; TEC 2012; Suchdev et al. 2013) . Household financing was estimated by calculating the percent of households that spend regularly on these commodities based on the data from the UNICEF Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys, and applying this share to the annual country cost as a proxy for market size in each country.
To assess financing for nutrition from 2016 through 2025, we considered two future financing scenarios-'business as usual' and 'global solidarity'. For the 'business as usual' scenario, we assumed that domestic government and household financing would increase according to projected GDP growth trends and donor financing would increase to meet the commitments made during and following the Nutrition for Growth summit. The 'global solidarity' scenario assumed that the total cost needed to scale-up the interventions will be covered through a coordinated increase in funding from government and donors, supplemented by innovative financing mechanisms such as Power of Nutrition or Global Financing Facility for Every Woman and Every Child (GFF). We assumed that governments would raise nutrition spending to the median spending of their respective country income group by 2020 (low income, lower-middle income, upper middle income). Countries starting above the median were assumed to increase nutrition spending as a share of total government expenditure by 1% per year. We further assumed that, starting in 2021, low and lower middle income country governments would increase their financial commitments so that by 2025 all low income countries (LICs) were assumed to cover 50% of the total cost, and lower middle income countries (LMICs)-70% of the total cost (see Supplementary data S5 for details). Commitments made by the Power of Nutrition (Power of Nutrition 2015) and other innovative financing mechanisms were assumed to be fully realized and distributed among recipient countries proportionally based on stunting burden. The gap remaining after government and innovative financing commitments was assumed to be filled by the official development assistance.
Results
Together, scaling up the KIPS to 90% coverage and expected improvements in the underlying determinants of malnutrition were estimated to lead to about a 40% decline in the number of stunted children in low and middle income countries by 2025, enabling the achievement of the global stunting target (Figure 3 ). Scaling up of KIPs would result in a reduction of 19.5% in the number of stunted children by 2025.
5 Improvements in the underlying determinants through the scale-up of nutrition-sensitive actions would drive the remaining decline. This would translate into 65 million fewer children stunted in 2025 compared to the baseline of 159 million in 2015.
The total cumulative 10 year financing needs for scaling up the KIPS to meet the global stunting target are estimated at US$49.5 billion (Table 3 ). This includes US$44.2 billion in direct service delivery costs and additional US$5.3 billion for monitoring and evaluation, capacity and policy development. Of this, US$16.3 billion is projected to be required during the first 5 year scale-up phase and an additional US$33.1 billion during the maintenance phase (2021-25). Prophylactic zinc supplementation and public provision of complementary food together account for about 60% of the intervention costs (32% and 29%, respectively). Balanced energy protein supplementation and breastfeeding and complementary feeding counselling each represent a little over 15% percent of the total and multiple micronutrient supplementation for pregnant women, vitamin A supplementation and IPTp all contribute 5% or less to the total cost.
Two countries-India and China-account for about a quarter of the overall global financing needs (15Á3% and 10Á5%, respectively) due to their large populations. Almost half (47%) of the estimated global needs is for Sub-Saharan Africa, with South Asia accounting for 22% of the global total. Over the 10-year period, annual financing needs would decrease in South Asia and other regions due to projected declines in the under-five population, but rise in Africa due to expected population growth. LICs accounted for 31% of global costs, LMICs for 51% and UMICs the remaining 18%.
Our analysis suggests that at present, country governments and donors spend approximately US$3.9 billion annually on all nutritionprograms. Within this total, an estimated US$2.6 billion is currently being directed to KIPS. The largest share of current spending on KIPS comes from domestic sources--US$2.2 billion, of which 71% is contributed by the 37 highest stunting burden countries. The amount spent on KIPS per child under five increases by income group: on average, LIC governments spend US$0.85 per child, MICS US$4.67 per child, and UMICs US$8.14. We further estimate that donors spent a little less than US$1 billion on all nutrition activities in 2015, of which about 35% (US$347 million) was invested in KIPS.
Based on these estimates of current expenditure, if the global goal is to be achieved, financing for KIPS would have to more than quadruple to about US$7.4 billion a year on average in order to mobilize the additional $49.5 billion required over a decade. About US$2.45 billion per year would be required to maintain current financing levels and about US$4.9 billion a year on average would be needed to cover the cost of the scale-up of KIPS (about US$3.2 billion of additional financing on average during the first 5 years and about US$6.6 billion on average during the following 5 years). However, under the business as usual scenario only US$9.8 billion more would be mobilized over 10 years, leaving a funding shortfall of US$39.2 billion (Figure 4) .
In order to close the funding gap, under the assumption of the 'global solidarity' scenario, country governments would need to provide an additional US$25.5 billion over 10 years, traditional donors would need to contribute an extra US$21.4 billion, households would need to provide US$0.7 billion more, and innovative sourcesanother US$1.4 billion. This would require high burden country governments to increase their share of projected government health spending for the KIPS from 0.7% to 3.2%, while donors would need to increase expenditures for KIPS from an average of 0.3% to 2.1% of estimated total ODA by 2021, after which donor spending for nutrition would taper to 1.1% of total aid by 2025 (see Figure 5 ; Supplementary data S5 for details).
Discussion
This paper-part of a larger effort to develop a global financing framework for nutrition (Shekar et al. 2016) , makes two important contributions to the extant literature. First, it provides estimates of the financing needed to reach the global stunting target by calculating the cost of scaling up key nutrition-specific intervention and linking them to the expected impact they may be expected to have on stunting prevalence in low and middle income countries. Second, it develops scenarios for scaling up financing to reduce stunting. This analysis shows that significant investments in both KIPS and the enabling environment are required in order to achieve the target.
Our cost estimates are consistent with the extant literature (Horton et al. 2010; Bhutta et al. 2013 ). However, unlike previous studies, which estimated the cost of scaling up from current coverage to 90% in a comparative statics context (without a time dimension), we model a scale-up over 10 years, which we believe is more realistic form programming perspective and allows us to incorporate population change dynamics. Furthermore, we model the declines in stunting prevalence over 10 years, rather than assume a given level of decline. In contrast to previous studies, our estimates show higher costs for Sub-Saharan Africa than for South Asia. It is so for three reasons. First, we exclude the cost of interventions targeting the treatment of wasting, of which countries in South Asia bear a greater burden. It should be noted that the treatment of severe wasting accounts for a large proportion of the cost in both Bhutta et al. (2013) and Horton et al. (2010) estimates (27% and 22%, respectively) and, in both studies, accounts for a substantial proportion of the overall mortality reductions.
Second, the average unit costs of the interventions extracted from the literature and program documentation tend to be higher in Sub-Saharan Africa. Third, the estimated target populations for the two of the three most costly interventions-public provision of complementary foods and balanced energy-protein supplementation are actually larger in absolute terms in Africa than in South Asia. Furthermore, population growth rate projections are higher for Africa than for South Asia, which means that even with the same scale up, the total cost will increase faster in Africa.
Our study includes three interventions which currently are not implemented at scale: prophylactic zinc supplementation, balanced energy protein supplementation and multiple micronutrient supplementation in pregnancy. We included these interventions, because without them it would not be possible to reach the global stunting target. However, it needs to be emphasized that currently, they are not ready for scale-up. Appropriate delivery platforms need to be identified for prophylactic zinc supplementation. Balanced energy-protein supplementation for vulnerable women and multiple micronutrient supplementation can be delivered through existing platforms (e.g. social safety nets and ante-natal care, respectively). However, international and national guidelines need to be developed and adopted to make scale-up possible.
The impact of zinc supplementation was modelled based on the systematic literature review by Yakoob and colleagues cognitive development (Gogia and Sachdev 2012) . Furthermore, effectiveness of delivery platform other than community distribution (e.g. water fortification, staple fortification, bio-fortification) is currently being investigated (e.g. Fink and Heitner 2014) . Because prophylactic zinc supplementation is a significant cost driver and accounts for a substantial proportion of the modelled reductions in stunting prevalence, future studies should further explore the impact of zinc supplementation on linear growth and examine viability, cost and cost-effectiveness of different methods of delivering this intervention at scale. Other interventions that are not ready for scale-up are those for which evidence for impact on stunting is not clear (such as deworming or such as calcium supplements for women). These were not included in this study, but can be added to our estimates as the evidence base grows.
We assumed the unit costs of nutrition interventions to be fixed over the coming decade. Some studies suggest that marginal costs of providing child health services change with scale and over time (Johns et al. 2013) . However, to date there has been no empirical studies of changes in unit cost of nutrition interventions either at the facility or at the country-level. Future analyses should assess how unit cost change over time, and how new delivery models and technologies could increase efficiency and reduce cost of delivering nutrition interventions. It is especially important to improve technical efficiency (making these interventions cheaper to deliver) of the most costly interventions and to ensure efficiency by appropriate allocation of funding across different interventions in a way that maximizes their impact while minimizing the costs.
The additional financing required under the 'global solidarity' scenario to achieve the global stunting target will require large efforts by all stakeholders. For the governments in high burden countries, it will be challenging to allocate, on average, 3% of their health budgets to stunting-related nutrition activities. While this level of domestic spending is ambitious, we see it as achievable. High burden countries have 10 years to gradually boost their budget shares for KIPS, so if they start early and sustain their efforts, the year-on-year rate of increase is manageable.
For external funders, meeting the stunting target financing needs will require a greater emphasis on allocation and budgeting decisions. In the 'global solidarity' scenario, donors are projected to raise substantially their share of development assistance for health devoted to stunting reduction. For some donors like Japan and Canada which already contribute over 11% of health ODA for basic nutrition, the challenge will be easier to meet. At present, 13 OECD donors are providing less than US$1 million each in direct bilateral aid for nutrition, 7 and may thus need to shift their priorities toward investments in stunting reduction. New and innovative sources of external financing, including Power of Nutrition and GFF, which leverage traditional financing to access new philanthropic and private funding, will also be crucial to help fill the gap. While the additional US$49.5 billion for KIPS scale-up over the next 10 years represents a large price tag to achieve the global goal, the recent history of global resource mobilization for the fight against HIV/AIDS can serve as an instructive precedent . In 1998, when the AIDS epidemic was raging, low and middle income countries were spending around US$500 million annually to fight the disease. Fifteen years later, nearly US$20 billion is being spent each year in these countries on HIV control, more than half of which is from LMIC governments (UNAIDS 2013).
It needs to be noted that increases in the international funding for HIV/AIDS were unprecedented. Furthermore, they were, perhaps to a large extent, motivated by arguments that uncontrolled HIV/ AIDS epidemic in Africa and the developing world would pose a direct threat to the developed countries. Finally, recent estimates suggest that ODA has plateaued and will likely increase by only about 1.2% per year over the next three decades (Dieleman et al. 2016) . Therefore, the historical trajectory of HIV/AIDS financing may not be directly applicable to nutrition. Nevertheless, this paper makes an argument that increases in ODA for are necessary if the SDG stunting target is to be met.
There are some important limitations to our study. Estimated financing needs do not include the costs of nutrition-sensitive interventions in agriculture, education, social protection and other sectors. In our study, we explicitly modelled the impact of WASH interventions targeting hygiene behaviors (handwashing with soap, hygienic disposal of children's stool) and improvements in access to water and sanitation (access to improved sanitation and improve water sources and water connection at home). The cost of scaling up those interventions has been calculated elsewhere- Hutton and Varughese (2016) estimate that reaching the SGD WASH targets would require USD 28.4 billion per year between 2016 and 2030. We did not include them here, because our cost estimates have been developed from the health system perspective while WASH costs will likely be borne by water and infrastructure sectors as part of achieving the SDG water and sanitation targets.
Because the evidence of the impact of nutrition-sensitive interventions in other sectors, including agriculture and food security, education, and women's health and empowerment is limited and impact modelling was not possible, we did not include them directly in our study. Instead, we modelled the impact of the improvements in the underlying determinants of undernutrition, including food availability diversity, and improvements in women's health, education, and empowerment, assuming that they would result from nutrition-sensitive interventions and programs. However, our analyses clearly indicate that that investments in both nutrition-specific and nutrition-sensitive actions are needed to reach the global stunting target.
This study presents incremental cost of scaling up nutritionspecific interventions in low and middle income countries. It assumes that the coverage expansion will use the existing health systems and that the capacity for the scale up either exists already or will expand sufficiently over the next decade to accommodate this scale-up. However, it needs to be noted that currently, especially in the lower income countries, health system capacity is severely constrained and without health system strengthening, a rapid expansion of nutrition interventions will not possible.
The impact estimates used in our analysis are based on controlled experiments, which are usually conducted at a small scale and devote significant resources to ensuring high quality of service delivery, high fidelity to treatment protocols, and additional training and supervision for health workers. It is likely that the impact of the interventions provided at scale through public health and nutrition systems will be smaller than the modelling results presented here. Nevertheless, we believe that the results presented above can be interpreted as a reasonable upper bound estimates based on the most up-to-date scientific evidence.
Finally, data on government financing for nutrition remains limited despite recent efforts, with data currently available for only 31 countries, derived mainly from aspirational plans or budgets rather than actual expenditures. Furthermore, government and donor financing estimates are rarely disaggregated to the intervention level. We have addressed this problem by estimating the proportion of spending that is currently contributed to KIPS based on the review of national plans and donor project documentation. However, it is clear that allocation and expenditure tracking for nutrition needs to be improved both at the national and at the international levels.
Conclusions
Child stunting is a silent emergency of a magnitude as large as that of the AIDS epidemic, affecting 159 million children with negative consequences in terms of greater risk of illness and death, reduced cognitive ability, poor learning outcomes and poverty. The benefits of reducing child stunting can more than offset the extra cost, with a return of US$18 for every dollar invested (Hoddinott et al. 2013 ). As we stand at the cusp of the new SDGs, with global poverty rates having declined to < 10% for the first time in history (World Bank 2015), we now have an unprecedented opportunity to save children's lives, build future human capital and drive faster economic growth by improving nutrition and tackling stunting. The cost is nearly US$50 billion over 10 years, but the costs of inaction are likely significantly larger.
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India, Nepal, Pakistan. 2. This scale-up scenario was used to allow for the full accrual of the benefits of the interventions affecting stunting, which are delivered during the first 5 years of a child's life. In particular, full program coverage needed to be maintained for 5 years in order for the impact model (LiST) to take into account the cohort effect. LiST uses a cohort model, in which the likelihood of stunting depends on interventions, risk factors, and whether or not the child was stunted in the previous year. Because of this, in a given year, a child benefits from all interventions it received in this year (direct impact of interventions) and in all previous years (indirect impact of interventions through reduced risk of stunting in previous years). Therefore, once all interventions are scaled up to maximum coverage (100%), it will take 5 years for the cohort of 0-5 yearolds to accrue full benefits of the interventions. 3. We did not estimate the cost of these improvements because they are more general and more difficult to cost than specific interventions and because they will likely occur independently of direct investments in nutrition. For 
